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1. Claims 1, 2, 3, and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Bradshaw et al. (6161698). Bradshaw teaches a carrier having a body a helmet attached to the 
body the helmet configured to extend over the top of the heads of the clubs as claimed. With 
respect to the limitation "adapted to constrain the golf clubs from moving a direction along the 
longitudinal axis", it is noted that the limitation does not impart any structure over the structure 
of Bradshaw. Furthermore, by wrapping the cover tightly as shown in Fig. 12, the clubs are 
constrained in any direction including the longitudinal direction as claimed. 

Regarding claim 2, note that the term "portion" is broad. In the very least there is a lower 
portion being called a shaft portion, and upper portion called the head as claimed. Furthermore, 
since either portions are planar either having extending portions in both directions including one 
perpendicular to the golf bag and one parallel to the golf bag. 

Regarding claim 3, note the locking mechanism by hooks and loops 60 and 62. 

Regarding claim 4, note sleeve 42. 

2. Claims 1, 4-13, and 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Rea (3245448). Rea teaches a carrier having a helmet at layer 18, a body with a sleeve at portion 
12, and a protective member 26 having two free ends 34 that can overlapped. Note that the term 
"helmet is broad" and the functional limitation does not impart any structures over the layer 18 in 
Rea. Furthermore, in the very least, layer 1 8 can constrain any elongated contents in the 
longitudinal direction as claimed. 

Regarding claim 13, note that each of protective and helmet portion having at least one 

layer. 
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3. Claims 1, 3-13, and 15-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Johnson (4951818). Johnson teaches a body a helmet 8 A and the zipper at 56A is the locking 
assembly. 

Regarding claim 4, note the sleeve (the liners at 9, 13, 14A) and the protective member 
formed by portions 36, 35 and these two free ends overlap at the buckle portion. 

4. Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Salberg et al. 
(2471 169). Salberg teaches a body 1 1, a helmet 31 with a locking assembly 32, note that the 
golf bag and the helmet 29 are integral in one piece as shown in Fig. 2. 

5. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Lickton 
(6039243). Lickton teaches a golf bag carrier having a body a helmet being the cover 38. 

Regarding claim 3, note the locking assembly being the drawstring on top of portion 38. 
Regarding claim 4, note the rigid sleeve 34 in fig. 14 and the protective member received 
within the sleeve in Fig. 4 having two buckle ends for overlapping attachment. 

6. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Parks 
(6446851). Parks teaches a carrier having a carrier having a helmet portion layer 7, having a 
head portion (at 17) and shaft portion (at 18), and a sleeve (portion 30), a protective member 37 
having a first free end at 41 and a second free end (the opposite portion in part 10) for 
overlapping attachment. 

Regarding claim 3, note locking elements 24 and 25 (hook and loop fasteners) on the 
helmet. The term "adjustable" does not impart any structure over the helmet in Parks. 

7. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. The 
amendment does not read over the claims. With respect to the Bradshaw reference, applicant 
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asserts that Bradshaw does not configured to extend over and engage the top of the heads of the 
club. The examiner submits that the term "extend" is broad. It denotes any coverage of the 
cover beyond the clubs. It is submitted that as shown in figs. 6, and 12, the cover extend beyond 
over the clubs as claimed. Furthermore, it is noted that Fig. 12 clearly shows the cover engage a 
plurality of clubs. Furthermore, with respect to the recitation "adapted to constrain the clubs 
from moving in a direction along the longitudinal axis". The examiner submits that this 
limitation does not impart any structures over the cover in Bradshaw. Applicant should note that 
the claims must be distinguished from the prior art in term of structure rather than 
function* In re Danly, 263 F.2d 844, 847(CCPA 1959). Furthermore, apparatus claims cover 
what a device is, not what a device does, Hewlett-Packard Co. v. Bausch & Lomb Inc., 909 F. 2d 
1464, 1469 (CCPA 1935). See MPEP 21 14. In the very least, it is noted that the attachment 
means of 62/60 would enable one to tightly engage the clubs and this will constrain the clubs 
from moving including a direction along the longitudinal axis. 

With respect to the Rea reference, applicant asserts that Rea does not describe or suggest 
a helmet as claimed. It is noted that the claim recites "a helmet attached to the body within said 
cavity". As set forth above, portion 18 in Fig. 4 is the helmet as claimed. Portion 18 extend 
over the golf clubs and constrain the clubs from moving in a direction along the longitudinal 
axis. Similar to that of applicant's helmet, portion 18 simply block the movement of golf clubs 
in any longitudinal direction. With respect to the adaptation of the cavity to contain a golf bag, 
the examiner submits that it is an intended use recitation. In the very least, the bag in Rea can be 
adapted to carry a golf bag as claimed. It is noted that golf bag comes in various sizes and note 
the bags of Hamley (2739631 ) and Worthington (1563816) that can be stored in the device of 
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Rea. Regarding claim 9, it is noted that there are two free ends (at 34) and these two free ends 
"can be" overlapped as claimed. , Claim 16 is similar to that of claim 1, portion 18 is the helmet 
as claimed, and at least portion 26 and 28 or even portion 12 circumferentially extend around the 
golf bag as claimed. It is even noted that portion 12a circumferentially around the golf bag. 

With respect to the Johnson reference, Applicant asserts that there is no protective 
member. The examiner submits that the device at 35 and 36 is the protective member extending 
partially circumferentially around the golf bag for securing the bag. It is noted that the claim 
does not restrict the protective member extending at least partially circumferentially around the 
golf bag. With respect to the constraining the clubs in the longitudinal direction, it is noted that 
layer 8A, blocks the clubs moving longitudinally. As set forth above, there is no structural 
difference between applicant's device and portion 8 A in Johnson. 

Regarding the Salberg device, the examiner submits that the carrier device is portion 10, 
and the golf bag is portion 29 having a helmet portion 3 1 for constrain the golf clubs from 
moving in a direction along the longitudinal axis as claimed. 

With respect to Lickton reference, the examiner submits that the sack is the helmet with 
the drawstring closing at one end would constrain the clubs from moving longitudinally beyond 
the sack. With respect to a sleeve extending circumferentially around the bag, the examiner 
submits that portion 42 is the sleeve as claimed, and it extends around the bag. The term 
"sleeve" does not impart any structure over portion 42 in Lickton at all. 

With respect to the Park reference, the examiner submits that the applicant only recites 
the golf bag as an intended use. The structure of the claimed device does not read over the 
structure of the device of Park. 
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Applicant should note that the claims must be distinguished from the prior art in term 
of structure rather than function. In re Danly, 263 F.2d 844, 847(CCPA 1959). Furthermore, 
apparatus claims cover what a device is, not what a device does, Hewlett-Packard Co. v. Bausch 
& Lomb Inc., 909 F. 2d 1464, 1469 (CCPA 1935). See MPEP 21 14. 
8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tri M. Mai whose telephone number is (571)272-4541. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 7:30am-5 :00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Anthony Stashick can be reached on (571)272-4561. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3781 



